Recent Victimization & Recidivism: The Potential Moderating Effects of Family Support by Taylor, Caitlin J.
La Salle University 
La Salle University Digital Commons 
Sociology and Criminal Justice Faculty work Research 
2015 
Recent Victimization & Recidivism: The Potential Moderating 
Effects of Family Support 
Caitlin J. Taylor 
La Salle University, taylorc@lasalle.edu 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.lasalle.edu/soc_crj_faculty 
 Part of the Criminology Commons, and the Criminology and Criminal Justice Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Taylor, C.J. (2015). Recent Victimization & Recidivism: The Potential Moderating Effects of Family 
Support. Violence & Victims, 30(2), 342-360. 
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Research at La Salle University Digital Commons. It 
has been accepted for inclusion in Sociology and Criminal Justice Faculty work by an authorized administrator of 




With the Compliments of Springer Publishing Company, LLC
Violence and Victims, Volume 30, Number 2, 2015
342 © 2015 Springer Publishing Company
http://dx.doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-13-00139
Recent Victimization and Recidivism: 
The Potential Moderating Effects of 
Family Support
Caitlin J. Taylor, PhD
La Salle University, Philadelphia
Although various research confirms an overlap between victims and offenders, much less 
is known about victimization and recidivism. Using data from the Serious and Violent 
Offender Reentry Initiative evaluation, this study measures the extent to which the fre-
quency of recent victimization influences recidivism in the 15 months following release 
from prison. Buffering effects are also investigated by examining whether family sup-
port moderates the relationship between victimization and recidivism. After controlling 
for other known predictors of recidivism, logistic regression models using both listwise 
deletion and multiple imputation reveal that more frequent victimization significantly 
increases the likelihood of any self-reported recidivism and has a particularly large effect 
on violent recidivism for those previously convicted of serious and violent offenses. 
Even at higher levels of family support, victimization still increases the likelihood of 
reoffending.
Keywords: recidivism; victimization; family support; multiple imputation
An astonishing 700,000 individuals return to their communities from state and federal prisons annually (Sabol, West, & Cooper, 2009). Various challenges for returning citizens have been well documented, including the need for hous-
ing (La Vigne, Shollenburger, & Debus, 2009), education (Harlow, 2003), employment 
(Visher & Lattimore, 2007), substance abuse treatment (Belenko & Peugh, 2005), as well 
as mental and physical health care (Mallik-Kane & Visher, 2008). Despite increasing 
awareness of these issues, more than two-thirds of those released in 1994 were rearrested 
within 3 years (Langan & Levin, 2002), and among those released in 2004, 43.3% were 
reincarcerated within 3 years (Pew Center on the States, 2011).
Although social scientists have helped to document these challenges and practitioners 
and policymakers have responded with services for recent releasees, one additional chal-
lenge that continues to lack attention is returning citizens’ need for assistance in dealing 
with recent victimization experiences. Although offenders are known to commonly have 
histories of childhood and recent victimization (Hindelang, 1976; Lauritsen & Laub, 
2007), less is known about the extent to which recent victimization influences the likeli-
hood of recidivism. Similarly, some research indicates that negative social support (drug 
using enablers) can lead to criminal offending (Cullen, 1994; Pratt & Godsey, 2003), but 
research has not sufficiently investigated whether social support may minimize the poten-
tially negative effects of victimization on recidivism. This study seeks to fill these gaps by 
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exploring the extent to which recent victimization is associated with criminal offending 
in a sample of individuals recently released from state prisons. Analyses also investigate 
whether different types of family support may moderate the relationship between victim-
ization and recidivism. A review of the research on victimization and offending as well as 
social support and offending will first provide necessary context.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Relationship Between Victimization and Criminal Offending
One reason to hypothesize a relationship between victimization and recidivism is that a 
large body of work has documented the overlap between victims of crime and criminal 
offenders, particularly for violent victimization/offending (Hindelang, 1976; Lauritsen & 
Laub, 2007; Lauritsen, Sampson, & Laub, 1991; Wolfgang, 1958) and with a focus primar-
ily on juveniles (Kilpatrick, Saunders, & Smith, 2003; Lauritsen et al., 1991; Rebellon & 
van Gundy, 2005; Shaffer & Ruback, 2002). In contrast, other work has drawn into ques-
tion whether victims and offenders actually come from the same group (Regoeczi, 2000; 
Schreck, Stewart, & Osgood, 2008).
In addition to this research on general offending, a small body of research has begun to 
explore the effects of victimization on recidivism and related behaviors. Victimization dur-
ing incarceration has been associated with aggressive and antisocial behavior post-release 
(Boxer, Middlemas, & Delorenzo, 2009) as well as depression, anxiety, and posttraumatic 
stress disorder (PTSD) following release (Boxer et al., 2009; Listwan, Colvin, Hanley, & 
Flannery, 2010). Perhaps most applicable to this study, some research has found that the 
relationship between in-prison victimization and post-release trauma is not moderated by 
social support (Listwan et al., 2010). Zweig, Yahner, Visher, and Lattimore (2015) have 
recently found that in-prison victimization is associated with hostility and depression post-
release, which in turn leads to violent criminal behavior in the community.
The few studies that have examined recent in-community victimization and recidivism 
have focused on very specific populations of recent releasees. Using longitudinal data from 
the multisite evaluation of adult drug courts that included interviews with drug-involved 
offenders at the time of entering drug court or similar conditions, Zweig, Yahner, and 
Rossman (2012a) found that physical victimization in the year before baseline interviews 
was associated with criminal activity in the 18 months following baseline. Similarly, both 
physical and sexual victimization in the year before baseline were found to be associated 
with substance use 18 months following baseline (Zweig, Yahner, and Rossman, 2012b). 
In a study of nonviolent, non-substance-abusing, first-time offenders who had completed 
a boot camp program, Benda (2005) found that recent physical and sexual abuse predicted 
recidivism for women but not for men in the 5 years following boot camp release. In sum, 
existing research has not examined the effects of post-release victimization experiences on 
recidivism in a population of recent prison releasees.
Relationship Between Social Support and Criminal Offending
Social support can be described as “the perceived or actual instrumental and/or expres-
sive provisions supplied by the community, social networks, and confiding partners” (Lin, 
1986, p. 18). Much of the criminological literature on social support has examined crime at 
the cross-national level. Using the percentage of a nation’s gross domestic product (GDP) 
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spent on health care to measure social support, Pratt and Godsey (2003) found that social 
support was inversely related to homicide rates across 46 nations. Altheimer (2008) used 
five measures of social support to investigate variation in homicide rates across 51 nations. 
Results revealed that general social support (the percentage of the GDP spent on pensions, 
health care, employment injury, sickness, family, housing, and social assistance benefits), 
the decommodification index (the percentage of the GDP spent on social welfare, aver-
age annual benefit expenditures, and the percentage of benefit expenditures allocated to 
employment injuries), and the human development index (life expectancy, educational 
attainment, and standard of living) had direct effects on homicide rates.
Various mechanisms may explain macro-level relationships between social support and 
crime. As effectively summarized by Pratt and Godsey (2003), high levels of social sup-
port may encourage appropriate coping mechanisms in response to straining life events 
(Agnew, 1999), aid in earlier desistance from crime over the life course (Sampson & Laub, 
1993), function as a necessary requirement for effective social control (Braithwaite, 1989), 
or increase the likelihood of effective parental monitoring and care (Wright, Cullen, & 
Miller, 2001). These mechanisms also provide an explanation for how social support from 
family members may influence recidivism at the individual level.
Social Support and the Buffering Model
Although a central concept for criminological theory (see Cullen, 1994), the importance 
of social support is also very well established in the public health and psychological lit-
eratures. The work done on the main effects hypothesis versus the buffering hypothesis in 
this literature is particularly relevant. The main effects model contends that all individuals 
can benefit from social support regardless of whether or not they are experiencing particu-
larly stressful life events. In contrast, the buffering model maintains that social support is 
most important for individuals who are experiencing stressful life events and are thus at 
an elevated risk for some negative outcome; for high stress individuals, social support can 
“buffer” or protect against negative outcomes (Cohen & Wills, 1985).
Research has revealed evidence for both the main effects and the buffering models 
(see Cohen & Wills, 1985). Although Hochstetler, Murphy, and Simons (2004) found 
that social support did not mitigate the relationship between in-prison victimization and 
posttraumatic stress or depression following release, other research has found that social 
support does mitigate the relationship between trauma and depression (Haden & Scarpa, 
2008) as well as PTSD (Scarpa & Haden, 2006; Ullman & Filipas, 2001).
Considering mixed findings in other research, it was important to consider possible buff-
ering effects in this study. Although the reentry experience is undoubtedly stressful for all 
individuals exiting prison, the experience is arguably more stressful for those experiencing 
frequent victimization. As such, it is possible that one form of social support, namely, family 
support, may buffer against the potentially negative effects of victimization on recidivism.
METHODS
A dataset that was collected as part of the evaluation of the Serious and Violent Offender 
Reentry Initiative (SVORI) was used to test the hypotheses that recent victimization expe-
riences directly increase the likelihood of recidivism and that higher levels of family sup-
port may minimize the negative consequences of victimization on recidivism. To evaluate 
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SVORI, participants in 12 programs were selected along with a group of similarly situated 
individuals also coming out of prison. A dataset that combined both SVORI participants 
and the comparison group was used for this study. Interviews were conducted with both 
groups 30 days prior to release (Wave 1) as well as 3 (Wave 2), 9 (Wave 3), and 15 months 
(Wave 4) post-release, even if they had been reincarcerated. Interviews at Wave 1 were 
conducted with nearly 1,700 males and more than 350 females. Although there was attri-
tion over successive interview waves, more than 80% of subjects participated in at least 
one of the post-release interviews (see Lattimore & Steffey, 2009; Lattimore & Visher, 
2009, for more on the SVORI dataset).
Measures
All analyses were conducted with two different measures of reoffending. Self-report data 
from the SVORI evaluation included measures on whether the respondent committed any 
type of criminal activity and any violent offenses. At Waves 2, 3, and 4, participants were 
asked to report their engagement in various types of criminal behavior since their last inter-
view (or in the last 6 months if the prior interview was missed). Table 1 shows the rates of 
respondents who engaged in criminal activity during each time period.
All independent variables are also shown in Table 1. The key independent variables 
were victimization frequency, emotional family support, and instrumental family support. 
In terms of the victimization frequency measure, respondents were asked about five types 
of physical victimization and instructed to indicate the frequency with which they had 
experienced each since the last interview (or in the past 6 months for those missing the 
previous interview). Response categories were never (originally coded 1), once (2), a few 
times (3), about once a month (4), a couple of times a month (5), once a week (6), and 
several times a week (7). Variation in the severity of each of the five types of victimization 
was taken into account when calculating the victimization scale. “Threatened with being 
hit” and “having something thrown at you” were weighted as the least severe (the original 
response values were left unchanged and ranged from 1 for “never” to 7 for “several times 
a week”). Indicating greater severity, response values were doubled for “being pushed/
grabbed/shoved” and “slapped/kicked/bitten/hit with fist.” Response values remained one 
for “never” and then ranged from 4 for “once” to 14 for “several times a week.” Denoting 
the greatest severity, response values were tripled for “being threatened with a weapon or 
having a weapon used on you.” Response values remained 1 for “never” and ranged from 
6 for “once” to 21 for “several times a week.” The victimization scale was calculated by 
summing the values on all five items. The scale was converted to a 10-point scale in which 
0 indicated no victimization and 10 represented all victimization types experienced several 
times a week.
Emotional family support was measured with a 10-item index of questions. On a 
4-point scale of strongly agree to strongly disagree, respondents were asked to indicate 
their current feelings about the following items: (1) I feel close to my family, (2) I want my 
family to be involved in my life, (3) I consider myself a source of support for my family, 
(4) I fight a lot with my family members, (5) I often feel like I disappoint my family, (6) I 
am criticized a lot by my family, (7) I have someone in my family to talk to about myself or 
my problems, (8) I have someone in my family to turn to for suggestions about how to deal 
with a personal problem, (9) I have someone in my family who understands my problems, 
and (10) I have someone in my family to love me and make me feel wanted. The emotional 
support scale ranged from 0 to 30, with higher values indicating higher levels of support.
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TABLE 1. Descriptive Statistics for Dependent and Independent Variables
N Min Max M SD a
Any criminal offense
 Wave 2 1,228 0 1 .23 .42 —
 Wave 3 1,288 0 1 .36 .48 —
 Wave 4 1,389 0 1 .36 .48 —
Any violent offense
 Wave 2 1,226 0 1 .02 .14 —
 Wave 3 1,288 0 1 .05 .22 —
 Wave 4 1,389 0 1 .06 .24 —
Victimization frequency
 Wave 2 1,228 0 8 .37 .91 .846
 Wave 3 1,288 0 10 .65 1.33 .893
 Wave 4 1,389 0 10 .60 1.24 .868
Emotional support
 Wave 2 1,197 0 30 22.34 5.02 .870
 Wave 3 1,191 2 30 21.56 5.13 .871
 Wave 4 1,141 2 30 21.67 5.03 .871
Instrumental support
 Wave 2 1,198 0 15 11.36 3.10 .888
 Wave 3 1,193 0 15 10.99 3.16 .891
 Wave 4 1,142 0 15 10.94 3.09 .889
Residence with family
 Wave 2 1,227 0 1 .77 .42 —
 Wave 3 1,284 0 1 .79 .41 —
 Wave 4 1,386 0 1 .78 .41 —
Married or steady  
relationship
 Wave 2 1,227 0 1 .57 .50 —
 Wave 3 1,288 0 1 .62 .49 —
 Wave 4 1,389 0 1 .57 .50 —
Antisocial family history
 Wave 1 1,996 0 1 .58 .49 —
(Continued)
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TABLE 1. Descriptive Statistics for Dependent and Independent  
Variables (Continued)
N Min Max M SD a
Frequency of in-person  
PO contact
 Wave 2 1,009 0 6 2.50 1.05 —
 Wave 3  858 0 6 2.25 .97 —
 Wave 4  709 0 6 1.99 1.15 —
PO case management scale
 Wave 2  988 0 10 4.62 2.53 .704
 Wave 3  826 0 10 4.75 2.62 .730
 Wave 4  628 0 10 4.61 2.42 .675
Age
 Wave 2 1,228 18 69 30.15 7.20 —
 Wave 3 1,288 19 70 30.43 7.13 —
 Wave 4 1,389 19 70 30.92 7.10 —
Race
 Wave 2 Black 1,228 0 1 .52 .50 —
 Wave 2 White 1,228 0 1 .37 .48 —
 Wave 3 Black 1,285 0 1 .51 .50 —
 Wave 3 White 1,285 0 1 .39 .48 —
 Wave 4 Black 1,388 0 1 .50 .50 —
 Wave 4 White 1,388 0 1 .40 .49 —
Gender
 Wave 1 2,054 0 1 .17 .38 —
Criminal history
 Instant offense type 2,044 0 1 .28 .45 —
 Prior convictions 1,991 1 666 6.25 17.25 —
  Instant offense 
incarceration length 
(days)
2,054 3 9486 867.44 910.32 —
Reincarceration status
  Incarcerated at Wave 2 
interview
1,228 0    1 .07 .26 —
  Incarcerated at Wave 3 
interview
1,288 0    1 .25 .43 —
  Incarcerated at Wave 4 
interview
1,389 0    1 .33 .47 —
(Continued)
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TABLE 1. Descriptive Statistics for Dependent and Independent  
Variables (Continued)
N Min Max M SD a
Services received
 Wave 2 1,228 0    9 1.36 1.41 .718
 Wave 3 1,229 0    7 1.20 1.28 .675
 Wave 4 1,168 0    8 1.01 1.17 .664
SVORI participation
 Wave 2 1,228 0    1 .52 .50 —
 Wave 3 1,288 0    1 .53 .50 —
 Wave 4 1,288 0    1 .53 .50 —
Employed
 Wave 2 1,227 0    1 .60 .49 —
 Wave 3 1,225 0    1 .66 .47 —
 Wave 4 1,169 0    1 .64 .48 —
Criminogenic neighborhood
 Wave 2 1,227 0   10 2.68 2.82 .798
 Wave 3 1,228 0   10 2.97 3.03 .818
 Wave 4 1,167 0   10 2.93 3.08 .827
Legal cynicism
 Wave 2 1,226 0   10 2.69 2.54 .700
 Wave 3 1,287 0   10 2.84 2.62 .704
 Wave 4 1,389 0   10 2.79 2.63 .719
Need substance abuse  
treatment
 Wave 2 1,228 0    1 .25 .43 —
 Wave 3 1,284 0    1 .31 .46 —
 Wave 4 1,388 0    1 .33 .47 —
Need mental health treatment
 Wave 2 1,226 0    1 .24 .43 —
 Wave 3 1,285 0    1 .24 .43 —
 Wave 4 1,386 0    1 .28 .45 —
Note. PO 5 parole officer; SVORI 5 Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative.
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Also on the same 4-point scale, instrumental family support was measured based on 
the extent to which respondents agreed that they have someone in their family who would 
provide (1) help or advice on finding a place to live, (2) help or advice on finding a job, 
(3) support for dealing with a substance abuse problem, (4) transportation to work or other 
appointments if needed, and (5) financial support. This scale ranged from 0 to 15 with 
higher values indicating higher levels of support.
Although space does not permit a thorough description of all control variables, descrip-
tive statistics can be found in Table 1 and interested readers are directed to Taylor (2012) 
for further details.
Direction of Relationships in Logistic Regression Models
Levels of victimization frequency and family support reported at Wave 2 (3 months post-
release) were used to predict reoffending in the first 3 months after release, after controlling 
for other predictors of recidivism (that were reported at Wave 2 and reflect conditions dur-
ing the 3 months since release). The same was then done for the following two time peri-
ods. Although respondents were asked to indicate their current levels of family support at 
each interview wave, respondents were asked to reflect on their experiences throughout the 
previous period for some other interview items, including victimization frequency. Thus, 
some control variables represent current conditions, whereas others represent conditions 
in the previous period. The following variables reflect current conditions at each interview 
point: emotional and instrument family support, employment status, being married or in an 
intimate relationship, residence with family, living in a criminogenic neighborhood, legal 
cynicism, the self-reported need for mental health treatment, and the self-reported need 
for substance abuse treatment. In contrast, the following variables are reflective of condi-
tions throughout the previous period: reoffending, victimization frequency, the number of 
services received, the frequency of contact with a probation or parole officer, and the level 
of case management from a supervision officer.1
Missing Data
Two strategies were employed to handle missing data in these models. First, all analyses were 
conducted using listwise deletion (Allison, 2002). When data are missing at random, using 
listwise deletion is less problematic (Allison, 2002). However, the comparison of characteris-
tics of missing and nonmissing cases revealed that data were not missing at random or missing 
completely at random. There were some significant differences between those who completed 
a particular wave, and those who did not in terms of levels of victimization frequency and 
family support at future waves and reoffending behaviors. Little’s test confirmed that the data 
were not missing completely at random (available in the Missing Values module of SPSS).
As a result, multiple imputation in SPSS was used to impute values for independent 
variables with missing values at different time points (see Treiman, 2009, for a descrip-
tion of Bayesian multiple imputation). Values were imputed for nearly all independent 
variables in the dataset. Considering that some measures were collected at Wave 1 and 
that there are fewer than 10 cases with missing data on any one of these variables, the fol-
lowing variables were safely assumed to not vary throughout the 15-month study period 
and were thus not imputed: age at release, gender, race, and index offense type. However, 
these variables that were not imputed (along with all variables that were imputed) were 
used as predictors of imputed values. Values were imputed for all other independent vari-
ables, including victimization frequency and family support. Although the “precision of 
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the inference is reduced if a large amount of information is missing” (Zhang, 2003, p. 583), 
imputing values for key independent variables of interest is generally acceptable (see 
Schafer & Graham, 2002). In addition, to improve the accuracy of imputed values, mini-
mum and maximum values were set for each of the imputed values based on the minimum 
and maximum values of observed data points. The number of imputation iterations was set 
at 5, and an average of these values was used in the analyses.
Results from analyses using listwise deletion as well as results from analyses using 
multiple imputation are reported in the following section. Although multiple imputation is 
an appropriate procedure for analyzing data in which missing values are not missing com-
pletely at random, the extent of missing data (as a result of attrition over interview waves) 
in this study was a concern. For example, the models predicting reoffending in the 9- to 
15-month period include about 480 cases when using listwise deletion but approximately 
1,380 cases when using multiple imputation. Findings consistently observed using both 
methods can carry greater credibility.
Interaction Terms to Explore Moderating Effects
When creating the interaction terms for support and victimization frequency, both types 
of support and victimization were mean centered to aid interpretation. No respondents 
indicated values of zero for emotional support and less than 1.2% indicated values of zero 
for instrumental support. Mean centering allows for the interpretations of the main effects 
of victimization at average levels of family support.
All models are also hierarchically well-formulated to ensure that the main effects and 
the interaction effects are not confounded (see Jaccard, 2001). To determine whether the 
interaction term improves model fit, both the main effects and the interaction term need 
to be included in models. When the interaction term is significant but the main effects are 
not, this indicates that the interaction is a better specification of the model.
And lastly, it is important to point out that when including an interaction term in the 
model, the main effects become conditioned effects. For example, when a mean-centered 
interaction term is included for emotional support and victimization, the main effects of 
emotional support represent the effect of emotional support on the likelihood of reoffend-
ing when levels of victimization are at the mean. The main effects of victimization on the 
likelihood of reoffending indicate the effect of victimization on the likelihood of reoffend-
ing when levels of emotional support are at the mean.
RESULTS
Direct Effects of Victimization on Recidivism
Table 2 displays results of the logistic regression models predicting any self-reported crime 
in each time period. Using listwise deletion as well as multiple imputation, more frequent 
victimization experiences are associated with a 48%–65% increase in the likelihood of any 
recidivism across all three time period. Except for the listwise deletion model in the 3- to 
9-month period, higher levels of emotional support are associated with a 5%–9% reduc-
tion in the likelihood of recidivism across the three periods. Instrumental support is not 
significantly associated with recidivism in any time period.
As shown in Table 3 on self-reported violent crime, more frequent victimization is 
associated with a 43%–110% increase in the likelihood of violent recidivism. However, 
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TABLE 2. Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any Self-Reported Crimes
3 Months  
Post-Release
3–9 Months  
Post-Release














N 921 1,222 714 1,282 480 1,382
Emotional support .922* .941* .968 .939** .914* .945*
Instrumental support 1.065 1.056 1.062 1.044 1.006 1.000
Crime neighborhood 1.072 1.104** 1.114** 1.081** 1.176** 1.085**
Victimization frequency 1.483** 1.647** 1.638** 1.591** 1.501** 1.617**
Need AOD treatment 3.096** 2.734** 3.288** 4.132** 5.855** 2.977**
Age .953** .964** .959* .966** .976 .973**
Gender .597 .579* .339** .394** .568 .644*
Race—White .865 1.185 1.103 1.290 .808 1.360
Race—Black .611 .774 .616 .702 .389* .857
Index offense 1.025 1.369 1.446 1.127 1.391 1.326
Prior convictions 1.051** 1.002 1.027 1.002 .984 1.006
Index days incarcerated 1.000 1.000* 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Reincarcerated 7.004** 6.532* 4.184** 3.389* 1.707 1.501
SVORI .854 .883 .830 .952 .829 .810
Services received .999 .971 1.031 .966 1.213 1.082
In-person PO contact 1.210 1.024 .976 1.186* 1.336* 1.169*
PO case management .964 .971 1.058 1.032 1.022 1.066
Employed 1.026 1.060 .642 .845 .737 .817
Married/steady 
relationship
.886 .941 .866 1.308 1.009 1.743**
Residence with family 1.152 .924 .864 .691* 1.361 .871
Antisocial family 1.346 1.293 1.131 1.369* 1.225 1.111
Legal cynicism 1.007 1.048 1.061 1.084** .979 1.068**
Need mental health 
treatment
1.301 1.453 1.626 1.199 .931 1.203
Constant .908 .822 .482 .882 1.063 .617
Model x2 214.5** 242.3** 241.4** 376.8** 176.3** 369.1**
Nagelkerke R2 .329 .274 .410 .348 .437 .322
Note. LD 5 listwise deletion; MI 5 multiple imputation; AOD 5 alcohol or other drug; SVORI 5 
Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative.
*p , .10. **p , .05. ***p , .01. 
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TABLE 3. Logistic Regression Models Predicting Any Self-Reported Violent Crime
3 Months  
Post-Release
3–9 Months  
Post-Release














N 919 1,218 714 1,275 480 1,377
Emotional support .899 .910 .945 .853* .966
Instrumental support 1.099 1.050 1.168 1.046 1.065 1.000
Crime neighborhood .976 1.110 1.102 1.103** 1.212** 1.101**
Victimization frequency 2.100*** 1.831*** 1.908*** 1.622*** 1.867*** 1.434***
Need AOD treatment 1.208 2.690** 1.648 2.698*** 1.298 .978
Age 1.033 .943 .983 .970 .962 .911***
Gender .291 .580 .072* .393** .328 .508*
Race—White 3.613 1.381 .396 .446** .321 .609
Race—Black .616 .402 .522 .379** .223* .383***
Index offense .610 .745 2.804* 1.512 .893 .932
Prior convictions 1.040 1.005 1.025 1.005 1.005 1.026**
Index days incarcerated 1.000 .998 1.000 .999 .999 .999
Reincarcerated 28.09*** 2.122* 1.826 1.731 2.894* 3.894
SVORI 2.674 1.612 .817 .874 1.297 1.191
Services received 1.453 .951 1.419* 1.146 1.651** 1.39***
In-person PO contact 1.070 .932 .884 .897 1.099 .835
PO case management .951 .951 .926 .889 1.164 1.042
Employed 34.212** 3.147** .395* .652 1.366 .891
Married/steady 
relationship
1.154 2.199 1.387 1.532 .940 .659
Residence with family 2.646 1.092 .798 1.057 3.323 .811
Antisocial family 1.348 .983 .450 .608* .518 .843
Legal cynicism .977 .906 .996 1.031 1.093 1.108**
Need mental health 
treatment
.460 1.413 .741 1.053 .653 1.717*
Constant .000*** .051 .036 .146* .111 1.090
Model x2 61.4*** 69.8*** 61.0*** 126.6*** 68.7*** 131.7***
Nagelkerke R2 .421 .299 .313 .278 .417 .246
Note. LD 5 listwise deletion; MI 5 multiple imputation; AOD 5 alcohol or other drug; SVORI 5 Serious 
and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative.
*p , .10. **p , .05. ***p , .01.
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neither emotional nor instrumental support is consistently linked to recidivism. Overall, 
these analyses indicate that more frequent victimization has a direct effect on increasing 
recidivism and that emotional support can decrease the likelihood of recidivism in some 
circumstances.
Moderating Effects of Family Support on Victimization and Recidivism
In the interest of space and aiding interpretation, results for the complete models with the 
interaction terms are not displayed. Rather, Tables 4 and 5 only display the exponentiated 
bs for the main effects of support (emotional or instrumental), the main effects of victim-
ization, the interaction term (Support 3 Victimization), and the change in the Nagelkerke’s 
R2 values from the original models shown in Tables 2 and 3.2 To be clear, the first row of 
coefficients thus represent the same model shown in the original models but with the addi-
tion of the emotional support * victimization interaction term. Only exponentiated bs that 
are significant at the .10 level or below are displayed.
Table 4 features the results for models predicting any self-reported crime with the addi-
tion of interaction terms for support and victimization. At average levels of victimization, 
emotional support reduces the likelihood of recidivism by 9% in the 3-month post-release 
period and by approximately 5%–9% in the 9- to 15-month period. At average levels of 
emotional support, more frequent victimization significantly increases the likelihood of 
reoffending in all three time by 49%–86%. Similarly, at average levels of instrumental 
support, victimization increases recidivism by 39%–73%. As shown by the results in the 
column labeled interaction term, even at higher levels of emotional or instrumental support 
in the 3-month post-release period, more frequent victimization is still associated with an 
increase in the likelihood of any self-reported offending. In addition, with the exception of 
the models using multiple imputation in the 9- to 15-month period, the Nagelkerke R2 was 
greater in the models with the interaction terms than in the original models.
Turning to the models predicting any self-reported violent crime, Table 5 reveals that 
the only consistently significant findings are for the main effects of victimization. At 
average levels of emotional or instrumental family support, more frequent victimization 
significantly increases the likelihood of violent reoffending.
DISCUSSION
Interpretation of Findings
The first research question was whether more recent victimization influences the likeli-
hood of any type of recidivism or any violent recidivism. Results consistently revealed that 
in all three post-release time and regardless of using listwise deletion or multiple imputa-
tion, more frequent recent victimization experiences were associated with a rather large 
increase in the likelihood of recidivism. The size of the effect was particularly large when 
predicting violent recidivism.
Investigating potential buffering effects, the second research question was whether 
higher levels of emotional or instrumental family support may moderate the relationship 
between victimization and recidivism. Overall, models did not reveal support for the buff-
ering hypothesis. In the limited circumstances with significant interaction terms, findings 
indicated that even at higher levels of family support, more frequent victimization was still 
associated with a fairly large increase in the likelihood of recidivism.
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Limitations
Respondent attrition and subsequent issues of missing data were clearly the most critical 
limitation in this study. However, considering the extremely limited knowledge on the 
relationships between victimization, family support, and recidivism prior to this study, the 
current work represents a significant advancement. Using two strategies to deal with miss-
ing data—listwise deletion and multiple imputation—may somewhat minimize concerns 
about this limitation. Nonetheless, future research on reentry should be designed with an 
even greater focus on minimizing respondent attrition over time.
An additional limitation is particularly important when considering the policy implica-
tions in the following section. Unfortunately, the SVORI dataset does not indicate who 
victimized respondents. It would have been particularly helpful to know whether recent 
victimization was perpetrated by family members or others.
Policy Implications
Despite these limitations, this study confirms that greater attention should be given to 
addressing the recent victimization experiences of individuals recently released from 
prison. Considering the strong possibility that those who experience victimization post-
release may have also been victimized prior to their term of incarceration or even during 
incarceration, correctional agencies could take advantage of the opportunity to screen 
individuals for victimization histories during incarceration. A thorough assessment of vic-
timization and related signs of trauma can provide in-prison treatment professionals with 
the necessary basis for helping individuals cope with past victimization as well as learn 
skills to avoid unhealthy relationships or environments.
Considering the recognition of higher rates of physical and sexual abuse histories 
among female offenders (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1999), the case has made to account 
for such victimization in correctional treatment programs for women (see Bloom, Owen, 
& Covington, 2003). For example, one cognitive-behavioral treatment program named 
Seeking Safety that targets women with substance abuse disorders and PTSD has been 
associated with a reduction in PTSD symptoms as well as recidivism (Zlotnick, Najavits, 
Rohsenow, & Johnson, 2003). Similarly, the need for trauma-informed treatment of juve-
nile offenders has been widely recognized (Justice Policy Institute, 2010). However, much 
less attention has been paid more specifically to recent victimization experiences among 
general populations of serious and violent offenders and the need to account for these 
experiences when implementing correctional treatment programs.
Although the often violent and distressing prison environment may pose challenges for 
providing appropriate trauma-informed care (see Miller & Najavits, 2012), dealing with 
victimization experiences may be more feasible for individuals in community settings. 
Once again, similar to correctional treatment programs, community-based programming 
on trauma has focused predominately on females with substance abuse problems and juve-
nile offenders. Considering the positive outcomes of such programming with females (see 
Morrissey et al., 2005) and juveniles (see DeVitto, 2008), expanding such programming 
to a wider range of returning citizens may be valuable.
Probation and parole agencies as well as community-based organizations that regularly 
serve a range of returning citizens previously convicted of serious and violent offenses 
can develop better strategies for appropriately assessing recent victimization experiences. 
Organizations can then respond accordingly by directly providing or making refer-
rals to counseling or other treatment options. Helping returning citizens to cope with 
victimization as well as to develop strategies that may reduce the likelihood of further 
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victimization in the future could drastically reduce the likelihood that returning citizens 
engage in criminal activity, particularly violent offending.
This study’s finding that the likelihood of reoffending was much greater for those with 
recent victimization experiences even when the individual had high levels of family sup-
port suggests that families may not be equipped to sufficiently assist returning citizens 
with dealing with victimization experiences. Creating the opportunities for returning citi-
zens to better heal from victimization requires the involvement of community-based social 
services agencies and/or justice system agencies.
CONCLUSION
Filling a major gap in the research literature, this study has documented the influence of 
recent victimization experiences on recidivism among a sample of returning citizens who 
have histories of serious and violent offending. Analyses consistently revealed that more fre-
quent recent victimization is associated with an increased likelihood of reoffending. In addi-
tion, no evidence was found for the buffering hypothesis; even when levels of family support 
are higher, victimization still has a large effect on recidivism. Although several practical 
concerns related to recidivism reduction can certainly justify paying greater attention to this 
topic, it is also important to remember that providing assistance to those who have been vic-
timized, regardless of possible offending histories, is the moral and ethical decision as well.
NOTES
1. An alternative strategy would have been to use measures of victimization and family support at 
Wave 2 to predict reoffending in the period between Waves 2 and 3. However, the participant would 
need to have completed both Waves 2 and 3 interviews. Some exploratory “mixed wave” models were 
run that used measures from Wave 2 that reflect current conditions as well as measures from Wave 3 
that reflect conditions between waves to predict the likelihood of reoffending between Waves 2 and 3. 
In consideration of the limitations associated with this mixed wave strategy, it was decided that the 
nonmixed wave models were the better choice. First, the N is quite a bit lower for the models predicting 
reoffending in the 3–9 months and the 9–15 months post-release (using listwise deletion, only people 
with data on two consecutive waves could be included). Second, the models predicting reoffending 
in the first 3 months would be incomplete because the following control variables are not collected 
at Wave 1: instrumental family support, employment status, residence with family, and criminogenic 
neighborhood. In addition, there is no reason to assume that measures reflecting current conditions at 
any given wave are more likely to reflect conditions in the following time (mixed wave models) as 
opposed to the previous time (original models). Assessments of family support are more likely to be 
influenced by what happened previously instead of what happens in the future. When examining the 
results of the mixed wave models, the findings are substantively identical to the original or nonmixed 
wave models. The coefficients of key variables do not change in terms of direction or significance.
2. Although Nagelkerke’s R2 is only a pseudo-R2 and cannot be interpreted as the amount of 
variance explained, it is appropriate to use it to compare values across different models and examine 
the amount of explanatory power gained by the inclusion of different interaction terms.
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